PROMPT- Briefly summarize the official Ruling on Linda Stanley 


The context of the ruling revolves around a legal case involving Linda Stanley, the District 
Attorney in Colorado. She was found guilty by the Supreme Court of Colorado for making 
improper statements to the media about a significant murder case. Additionally, she was 
criticized for not adequately supervising the prosecution and for initiating an investigation into a 
judge without credible evidence. Consequently, she faced sanctions, and the case against her 
was dismissed without prejudice. 


These violations collectively formed the basis for the conclusion that disbarment was the 
appropriate sanction 


PROMPT- Summarize the violations in order of weight against the decision to disbar her (LE): 


# Violations Leading to Disbarment 


The disbarment of the Respondent was primarily based on several significant violations of 
ethical conduct. Below is a summary of the violations in order of weight against the decision to 
disbar her: 


1. **Extrajudicial Media Statements**: The Respondent made egregious statements regarding 
ongoing cases (Crawford and Jacobs) that led to the dismissal of two serious cases. These 
statements were considered a severe breach of her ethical responsibilities as a district attorney 


[1]. 


2. **Failure to Consult**: She did not seek guidance or consult with others regarding her 
limitations in making media statements, which contributed to the inappropriate nature of her 
comments [1]. 


3. **Multiple Violations**: The Respondent's statements occurred on several occasions and in 
two different matters, especially after judicial orders had been issued prohibiting such 
comments. This pattern of behavior was deemed particularly serious [1]. 


4. **Attempt to Disqualify a Judge**: There was an attempt to coordinate an in-house 
investigative interview of a judge before a trial, which was seen as an effort to find evidence to 
disqualify the judge. This action was viewed as a substantial ethical violation [7]. 


5. **Intentional Misconduct**: The Respondent's actions were characterized as intentional, 
which typically carry heavier penalties in disciplinary proceedings compared to negligent 
conduct [7]. 


6. **Breach of Public Trust**: Her actions were perceived as a betrayal of public trust, which is a 
critical factor in determining the severity of the sanction [7]. 


7. **Prior Misconduct**: Although the Respondent claimed that her prior misconduct was remote 
and not related to her prosecutorial role, the relatively short time frame between incidents (five 
years) was not seen as mitigating [5]. 


8. **Lack of Mitigating Factors**: The absence of mitigating circumstances in her case 
contributed to the decision for disbarment, as there were no significant factors that could lighten 
her sanction [7]. 


9. **Severe Impact on Cases**: The consequences of her statements, notably the dismissal of 
serious criminal cases, were taken into account as a critical factor in the severity of the 
violations [1]. 


10. **Reckless Disregard for Ethical Standards**: The Respondent's conduct was viewed as 
demonstrating a reckless disregard for the ethical standards expected from a district attorney, 
leading to the conclusion that disbarment was warranted [7]. 


These violations collectively formed the basis for the conclusion that disbarment was the 
appropriate sanction, as they indicated a serious compromise of ethical conduct required in her 
professional role as a prosecutor. 


